The future is obviously divided into the immediate future and the longer term but where the division comes it is impossible to say. As I have no belief in the capacity of the human race to prophesy and as I also believe that the only certain thing about trends is that they will not continue, I offer a series of thoughts about the future in general and certainly not a dogmatic assertion.
I believe that the biggest changes in the next twenty-five years will come in political and social organization.
But before discussing that let us take a look at our present condition. It is in many material ways good, not to say opulent. The gross domestic product has increased by over a third in twenty-five years. Expectation of life has risen from 66.2 years to 69.3 years among males and from 71.2 years to 75.5 years among females. More significant perhaps, deaths below the age of 1 year have fallen from 27.6 to 13.9 per 1000 live births. Cars are more widely owned and of course the number of television sets has risen astronomically. That there are five million people in receipt of supplementary benefit is as much a sign of affluence as poverty for of households receiving benefit 960% have television, 68 % washing machines, 62 0 a refrigerator and 23 % a car. In fact, what were luxuries have become necessities.
But how far life has improved in real as opposed to statistical terms is a different matter. Modern statistics are grossly misleading. Statistics of growth, for instance, include drugs and drink but not women's work. Statistics have become the poison of humane research and of the innumerable enquiries without which boards and government departments are afraid to move. Statistics and public relations officers often form a thick screen, when it comes to considering the inexact art of life, between reality and those who seek to rule or persuade us. In all sorts of ways, particularly in their physical surroundings, the lives which people live have deteriorated. And, in any case, we have borrowed from our neighbours. In fact we have not earned the television sets we now take as necessities. To do things well is in itself a pleasure. But we have become increasingly unskilful. Our institutions are in sad need of repair. But one hesitates to recommend any action because it will be bungled. Workmanship in general has deteriorated. Meanwhile, each organization demands more and more while encouraging their members to give less and less. Inflation and the hostility of many of their own members are killing the middle class whose abilities, values, variety and originality have been the making of Britain.
Britain's standing in the world has certainly dropped in the last decade or two.
We are, however, in Britain as opposed to Northern Ireland a decent society. Kidnapping is infrequent. People are reasonably helpful and cheerful. A lot of voluntary work is done. And considering the weight of taxation a surprising amount of money is collected for charity. Class arrogance has disappeared. In many families there is an easier relationship than twenty years ago. The social services have greatly relieved distress. Many children are happy at school and there are many excellent teachers. Doctors have been a striking success for the last hundred and fifty years and continue to be so. We may exaggerate the decency of Britain, other countries too are agreeable, but it is decent nevertheless.
We enjoy a great deal of freedom. Our courts of law, our politics and public life are on the whole honest. Serious writers get published. Our art and design in the 1940s and 1950s stood high in world esteem.
It is not therefore the immediate past condition of living in Britain that causes anxiety except in one regard. There has been a huge increase in crime especially that against the person. I have myself felt that the increase in violence was not as great as it appears. I believed, and indeed believe, that much more is recorded today than it was fifty years ago. And of course the number and definition of offences has changed. But that violence against the person should have risen, not in fifty years but in twenty-five years from 6600 cases to 77 700 cases per year is alarming. When we see the conduct of football crowds and, above all, the state of Northern Ireland, it is indeed disturbing that a rich society with universal education and a network of social services should behave like this. Further, the increase in violence is connected with the fashion for sit-ins, demonstrations, strikes which are not aimed at any employer. These physical events are encouraged by television and symptomatic, in their rejection of reason, of the end of enlightenment.
But if the living conditions of Britain are good, there are attitudes and tendencies in Britain which should alert us to dangers ahead.
We foster many illusions. The general assumption on which we try to conduct our affairs is that we live in a sensible democracy in which the will of the people prevails. The will of the majority is thought to be governed by reason coming to rational conclusions after informed debate. The most important illusion of all is that the general will has regard to the good of the whole community while respecting the rights of dissenting minorities. In fact, it is assumed that we live in a society which recognizes a common morality. These illusions may be called the doctrine of the enlightenment. This doctrine was formulated in the eighteenth century and realized its moment of greatest ascendancy in the late nineteenth century. It never corresponded to reality but it dominated the outlook of the ruling classes. This is no longer the case. It now less and less influences what happens. Those who wield power in the bureaucracies, the trades unions, the many boards and organizations into which we are divided no longer accept it. The corporatism into which we are falling is much more like the state of affairs in the Middle Ages or the Renaissance than the state as envisaged by the Founding Fathers of America or by Locke, Hume and John Stuart Mill. Hobbes is perhaps the philosopher we should read again.
We then firmly believe in the illusion that we have the finest political system in the world. If it doesn't work, then it is the fault of the politicians, or of foreigners or of malevolent fate. There is the illusion of rights to this and that. In particular, the 'right' to a vast cat's cradle of social services extended to a greater and greater part of the nation and indeed beyond the nation to the Irish, and taken more and more for granted.
Many people remain under the happy illusion that we can have ever-increasing wage and salary increases without more production and yet avoid inflation. There is the general economic illusion that we can have ever-increasing armies of officials, increasing unproductive government expenditure, more restrictive practices, gross over-manning, less efficiency but an ever-rising standard of living.
We are under the illusion that troubles can be settled by speeches and that diseases of the body politic need not be cured by surgery but can be conjured away by poultices in the form of commissions, enquiries, new public boards and the payment of subsidies.
The most serious results of these illusions are threefold. First, they lead to complacency. Our troubles are taken to be deviations from a normal state of wellbeing, which will automatically return without effort. A fine example of this attitude is our indifference to the anarchy and thuggery in Northern Ireland. Secondly, they enable those who intend, consciously or unconsciously, to destroy much of what makes Britain pleasant to take advantage of that very decency and enlightenment to achieve their ends. Thirdly, they lead to contradictions, especially in the economic field which could prove disastrous. You cannot, for instance, continue indefinitely to hobble and harry constructive enterprise and maintain a free and successful economy. There is also the contradiction between the lip service paid particularly by socialists to equality and the way in which they actually behave.
Contradictions have ultimately to be resolved. But as they grow worse the methods of solution must become more and more authoritarian.
Against this background let us make some guesses about the changes science may bring about in the next twenty-five years. So far, though science has immensely extended our knowledge in the last few decades, its effects, though considerable, have lagged behind and so has our capacity to use science.
It is at least possible that the exploration of space may begin to have dramatic results. It may even be that we find some new form of life and organization. It seems to me highly probable that communications will change. The growing ability of human beings to see and speak to each other over the whole world must reduce the need to travel. Many of the needs which led to the great conurbations may disappear. News and information will either be very local or continent wide. The machine age may take a different course from that of the last fifty years, with a reaction against division of labour. I shall return to this.
We seem no nearer knowing whether inventions and exploration will increase the supply of materials at our disposal or whether we shall run into acute shortages. The whole discussion of our resources, both of raw materials and energy is bedevilled by the language in which it is conducted and the assumptions on which it is based. If the market were allowed to operate subject to controls over desecration of the countryside &c. the 'shortages' would to some extent at least be met by falls in demand and the development of alternatives. Nothing is more ludicrous than the phrase 'zero growth'. Like 'dis-inflation' it is a pretentious phrase designed to mislead. Growth is of course good in the right things, i.e. the things people want, and bad in destructive and wasteful operations.
In many ways it would seem that the dominance of the world by the northern, protestant, white races must end and that the Chinese, the Asians and the South Americans, and eventually the Africans, will play a much greater part with a switch to different philosophies and methods of economic management. But I am sceptical as to how far this will go. These countries and continents show few signs of developing satisfactory systems of their own. Japan is an outstanding example of an underdeveloped country which has risen during the last hundred years or so to become a leading industrial nation. But the Japanese do not seem widely admired. Their methods, largely learnt from the free enterprise era of the West, are not copied. If they were, if South America and the African countries established the rule of law and a free economy with encouragement to private investment, there standard of living would shoot up. It is noticeable that at present there is a greater inclination for Europeans to invest in America, where conditions are favourable, rather than for Americans to invest in Europe.
The creation and control of life and the conditions of life through perhaps influencing the weather may split the very foundations on which human beings have conducted their affairs. Euthanasia certainly poses problems, but nothing to the possiblity of artificial breeding. Yet the decisions, while of immense importance, can only be made within the bounds of human intelligence. Human intelligence should not meet these questions by assuming that the answers are intolerably complicated and must be left to so-called experts. This is another bad feature of our society. We should remember how affronted the Syrian was when told to do anything as simple and unprestigious as bathing in Jordan. In meeting such questions we can only use our native wit and such moral perception as we possess, and ensure that we pool our activities by reasoned discussion.
The ability to control pregnancy also has farreaching effects. It always seemed to me that the prediction about the endless rise in the birth rate would prove wrong. As contraceptives became common it was apparent to ordinary sense that the birth rate would fall. But planners with their trends and graphs are impervious to ordinary sense. Now we have the possibility of the artificial creation of life and the emancipation of women. We live in a world where the old male values of toughness and aggression and the instinct to defend the territory of the family could destroy us. What were virtues in a primitive society have become vices in the age of the nuclear bomb. The hankering after prestige, the interest in the pecking order, the demand for office and organizations, which are the hallmarks of the modern male, are destroying our society. Women may well be our salvation. They are much more likely to accomplish the sort of reforms I shall describe than are men.
What then are the immediate threats? The first of these is the external threat. By all historical precedents this must be great. In Russia we have a heavily armed imperialist country. Her rulers hold their position by force. Like all such dictatorships they attempt to divert attention from the cruelty and inefficiency of their government by blaming foreigners. They live by repression and aggression. This is the classical recipe for war. I would guess that we shall have to pay far more attention to defence than we have during recent years.
Internally, the immediate threat is inflation. It is important to stress why inflation is so destructive. Of course it means that our trade and industry is disrupted. But worse, it strikes at the very roots of a society in which men and women are free to use their talents, make their own choices and experiment without undue anxiety. For it makes everyone uncertain of their future and therefore out for the protection of their own interests. It drives us into selfish organizations. It makes us fearful and aggressive. It breeds barbaric demands for immediate satisfaction. It destroys the continuity of the nation. It rots the civilized values of respect for the past, restraint in the present and regard for the future.
Inflation is a political problem. It is the result of our disregard of the general interest, the Golden Rule, and of the rise of bureaucratic interest groups. Everyone knows how it can be stopped. But no Government has the will to do it nor would it at present get sufficient popular support for a frontal attack. The argument between the monetarists and those who rely on an incomes policy is an empty argument for either would do ifthere was the will. But the huge public sector, uneconomic and relying upon subsidies from the tax payer, makes the running of the economy very difficult and the failure of democracy has weakened the public will. What is needed then is skill by the Government in making strikes and wage demands unprofitable, in playing off and curbing the powerful Union barons and in extending the market to include several of the nationalized industries, divided into smaller units.
A fundamental problem which must be solved before we can defeat inflation is what I can only call the relationship of our industrial system to the people at large. Unemployment is not a new problem. It was recognized as a main cause of poverty at least as far back at the eighteenth century. The Poor Laws were much concerned with jobless beggars. To this is now added the dissatisfaction caused by many types of work. At the other end of the scale the rewards have been large and in some degree open to criticism as unmerited. It seems to me that in the next two decades we must make the system more acceptable. The social services have so far been concerned largely to ameliorate poverty, not to reform the system, tackle the dissatisfaction or indeed prevent poverty from arising. In spite of all our efforts, the opportunities open to children in the poorer areas, the slums and housing schemes, for instance, of the big Northern cities lag behind those expected by children in the richer districts.
Planning, one ofthe fashionable employments of the last thirty years, has proved a predictable failure. In an uncertain world, still inhabited by wayward and changeable human beings, the attempt to impose rigid patterns laid down at one moment of time by bureaucrats isolated in their fortresses was bound to fail. And we have had, after all, the disastrous failure of Russia always before us. The market can give some effect to the countless forces playing upon supply and demand, the will to save and the enterprise prepared to invest. In fact, it is impossible to run an efficient economy without a large market sector. The market has not been driven out now by natural forces seeking to increase human pleasure and wealth but by bureaucracy crying to bureaucracy. As every bureaucracy must justify its continual increase, it sets up a more and more wasteful demand, it creates a wasteful supply which then in turn must be kept in existence for ever. Let us not delude ourselves that North Sea oil will save us. It will temporarily improve the balance of payments. But civilizations rise and fall not by their resources but by their resourcefulness. Were it otherwise Switzerland would be the poorest nationand Russia the richest.
So I come to the changes in our political and social organization which I believe should be a major concern in the next twenty years or so.
A satisfactory society should allow for the allround development of each of its members. Certainly, a democracy can only flourish if individuals are treated as all-round human beings. This is more important than the vote. Indeed, it is the reason for one man or woman, one vote. For in this sense we are all equal. We have a right to use our own judgment, to create, to play, to criticize, explore within the framework of the community. And the community in turn must encourage eccentricity.
Equality of opportunity does not mean only equality ofeconomic opportunity. This too is where the difference lies between the democratic and bureaucratic attitudes. There has lately been a decline of interest in individual personality. This goes with the drift towards collectivism and the treatment of human beings as only important according to their role. We are to be deformed, so to speak, by being treated only as members of some union. We are expected to look to the union to make our decisions. With this goes the acceptance oftechnical determinism. We must go where science dictates. Our loyalties must not be to the community, or the country, or even our hospital or firm in which we work. They must be to the organization in which we are enrolled. And these organizations are horizontal, so to speak, not vertical. So our opportunities are curtailed and the country, the community and the organizations which carry on its life are wounded.
We must then reassert the humane potential of the individualhis or her liberties. We must extend again their opportunities for choice. But the Left in this country, which should take the lead in this, has lost its way. Socialism which was founded on a Christian, unselfish, ethic has now become bureaucratic. The trades unions are as greedy as any capitalist organization. The managers in the nationalized industries demand much the same rewards as those in private industry. Differentials are now the cry. We used to be told that democratic socialism was about financial equality. That claim now could only arouse laughter. Socialism has become the path to office, big salaries and perks. In fact, the highest paid British today, after tax, are socialists working in Brussels. Socialism is no longer the alternative to an unequal or unjust society, it is the dogma of that society. Few things are more hypocritical than socialist trades union leaders demanding higher pensions for the old and higher wages for their members. But while losing faith in its own beliefs modern socialism is destroying belief in a free society.
Thus a void is left in politics which must be filled or we shall accelerate down the slope to the corporate state and beyond that to the dictatorship of 1984. There are many signs that Orwell may prove right. But we may be subject not so much to one Big Brother but to a consortium of Big Brothers.
There is no way of changing people's attitudes other than by appealing to their better sense. We cannot, at least as yet, breed people free from original sin. We must try to convince them that such sin is self-defeating and so organize our society that it is punished. To do this requires reform of our institutions.
The democratic attitude must be given more leverage. First, by capturing the new means of communication. The BBC is a prime example ofthe dangers of a large semi-monopolistic corporation. It is ingrown. It is too oftefi complacent. It reflects the fashions of its members regardless of their validity. It is obsessed by the sensational and the trivial and gives us too little of the facts behind the news. The educational system does not seem to stress the need for some general morality, the Golden Rule; do unto others, or whatever it may be called. Both the BBC and the newspapers seem oblivious to the dangers of our timeno doubt because they too are becoming bureaucratic. As Robert Rhodes James has pointed out, 'The British still have no conception ofwhat life under a modern centralized and ruthless dictatorship is like. They do not recognise the devastating simplicity of the power of an all-pervasive police state which rules less by terror than by the elementary principles of the sense of self-preservation and the political apathy of the individual. And they do not realise how easy it is to manipulate information and remove from individuals the basic facts on which they can exercise theirjudgement.' 1984 could come via the closed shop.
Next I come to our system of government. Our entry into the EEC and all the talk ofdevolution has led to no reappraisal of this system. If I am right in thinking that the use of science, the organization of industry and defence against communism are three of the major issues we shall have to tackle, Westminster and Whitehalllet alone Brusselsare singularly ill-equipped to deal with these issues. I suspect that we should disentangle two functions in government, the critical function and the managerial function. These in modern times are the successors of the legislative and executive functions. The House of Commons is now usually too subservient to the executive to exercise effective criticism. At the same time the executive is too undemocratic and unsuited to its managerial role. The growth of the committee system has been in response to the demands for more democratic control. But it is a muddled response. I suggest that the committees which examine and advise the executive on their functions should be elected for that job. Then the rest of the House of Commons, greatly reduced in numbers, should be at arm's length from the Government and its appendages. This would be a British version in some ways of the American system. Ministers would still speak and answer Questions in the Commons but would not vote. Constituencies would elect two Members, one to take part in the managerial aspect aspect of government, the other to examine and criticize. I make this suggestion tentatively. But after twentyseven years in the House of Commons I have watched the rising incompetence of the executive and its failure to satisfy the needs of the public. At the same time there has been a dropsical growth in the civil service. Along with this has gone the muzzling of the independent private Member. As a result of the remoteness of the authorities from the world of flesh and blood a most serious feature of our society is the huge gap between the Government and the governed. It is sometimes said that we need more MPs with scientific training. There is truth in this. Nor have we resolved how scientific advisers are to be chosen or used. The kind ofcontroversy in which Tizard and Lindeman took part is by no means dead.)What is really required is not so much that the authorities should have some understanding of science but that they should discharge their function of trying to make the right moral choice in the interests of the people. But discussion of the aims of our world is not something in which politicians now indulge. They and political commentators have largely become psephologists or tipsters betting on who will win the next electionor simply the mouthpieces of interest groups. The payment of the Labour Party by the trades unions and particularly of nearly a hundred Labour MPs inhibits a regard for the long-term interests of mankind in general. These reforms will be needed whether we have devolution or not. If we are to have Parliaments in Edinburgh, Cardiff and Brussels, Westminster and Whitehall must be greatly reduced in size and power. We must take the opportunity to get as many decisions as possible taken at local level. With improved communications, intermediate levels, e.g. regions in Scotland, could be abolished.
The House of Lords in its present form should also be abolished. Ifwe need a second chamber at all it should be elected from large constituencies for a fixed term and charged particularly with the defence of individual liberties. I would regard such a chamber as probably preferable to a Bill of Rights.
On the industrial front, as machines make less labour essential in some industries, it is more than ever necessary to spread the benefits ofchange. The future should lie with a diversified industrial system. The market should be maintained. But I foresee, as well as firms of the orthodox type, every variety of cooperative, particularly workers' cooperatives, flourishing. I foresee communities, especially relatively badly-off communities, being allocated funds for running their own industries. I see industry being broken down into smaller units (particularly nationalized industries) which will be in contractual relationship with each other. For instance, the editors of newspapers might as well openly contract with the printers, who would own the printing machines. The savings banks would become vehicles for channelling local savings into local enterprise.
At the same time as the market is extended this should be complemented by two other moves. The control of the currency and credit should be removed from the government and returned to an independent institution acting under strict rules, laid down by Parliament. And certain activities, e.g. the delivery of the mail, should be treated as services, not subject to commercial considerations. As we get richer (if we do) the other services such as communications in general, as they less and less involve the physical movement of human bodies, should become a free service. In fact, what I am saying is that activities which are to be treated as services should not as now be thrown into a limbo in which they are said to be subject to the market but in fact are not; they should be brought directly under public control and should be run for quite different motivesbut there should be few of them.
And as there would be few of them, and as I would hope the civil service would be greatly reduced as communities and cooperatives took over more and more activities. The civil service itselfshould be changed. Local communities should be involved in running the social services. At the other end of the scale, as Brussels takes over some international functions and others decline, the civil service could once again become a comparatively small dedicated organization. We do not need our top brains in the Foreign Office. We do not want a civil service which has become a great bloated union. But if we are to deal with the changes of the next twenty-five years in a way which will preserve their decency and extend the opportunities of most people in Britain we require a public service distinguished not so much by its intellectual brilliance but by its attitude and its sensitivity to public needs.
The country is certainly not ungovernable. For one thing no one has tried. No one has attempted to use the armoury oftools at the disposal ofthe state. We have certainly lost our skill, particularly our political skill, as well as our skill to do things quickly, efficiently, and cheaply. But there is no sign of a revolution of the nineteenth century kind. The great threat is from the power of the bureaucratic barons and the smugness of the people at large. We turn away from such nasty issues as defence or the closed shop or the political strikes. We tolerate criminals and indeed put them on television. While behind lurks the possibility of a Left-wing dictatorship supported from without. We need rulers with the political skills of the Tudors or James I and VI when in Scotland, rather than those ofGladstone or even Baldwin. The withering of belief, of the content of politics and the relevance of the old parties is in the long run inevitable and does not matter too much so long as it is replaced by some morality, some attachment to our institutions. But in the short run the parties hold the passports to office. Our failure in Northern Ireland, the hash which the older parties have made of devolution and the disappointment of the EEC which shows many of the worst sins of national government do not augur well. If we should get a Tory government and it fails, as Heath failed, the Parliamentary system might be in danger. The progressive, non-Tory elements in the countrycall them what you willhave got to be a good deal more effective in defending and spreading liberty and democracy (e.g. in industry) than they have been. And they may have to organize support in a way which to many will be disagreeable and certainly will run counter to nineteenth century liberalism.
Of course the future is in our hands and we can delegate neither to scientists, bureacrats nor politicians unless we wish to surrender to dictatorship. What we have a right to hope is that politicians will come forward offering something better than the enervating diet of circuses and bread which sometimes seems the only food cooked at Westminster. If we do get a government prepared to put the choices over investment, defence, the spread of democracy, the use of science, before us and prepared to lead us in the direction of a diversified country, where within a series of communities individuals are encouraged to use their talents to the full, then we must support it against the savage attacks which will be made by interest groups. The increasing tendencies to blackmail the public by strikes which have nothing to do with wicked employers or exploitation is the sort of ominous development which we all should fight.
My message indeed is that in the endless adventure of human life we are at a moment such as overtook Austria and Spain in the eighteenth century when unless we the people assert ourselves as individuals in a community to which we owe loyalty we shall sink, peacefully perhaps, possibly violently, into the state described by Hobbes -'Where there is no common power there is no law: where no law, no injustice. It is consequent also to the same condition that there be no property, no dominion, no thine and mine distinct, but only that to be everyone's that he can get and for so long as he can keep it.' The end could be dictatorship or the slow drift into a country in which neither decency nor originality would flourish; either would be disastrous.
DISCUSSION
Sir Gordon Wolstenholme: Ladies and gentlemen, can it be that you have not been provoked? I am sure that Mr Grimond would respond to any questions with the skill that he has already displayed. Mr David Cole (Chairman, Press Association): It seems to me that the main requirement at the present time in Parliament is to establish that understanding and accommodation between the parties which existed previously. It certainly existed early in this century and in the last century when, in fact, no party which was in a minority in the country, even if it had a majority in Parliament, would thrust through contentious legislation which was unlikely to be acceptable to the whole of the country. Mr Grimond: I certainly agree that our parliamentary system has depended upon a regard for what one may call the constitution. We have no written constitution but, in my view, we have had a firm, understood constitution. This has meant that we have taken account of minorities, we have not tried to steamroller things through because of a majority in Parliament. The reason why that has declined, as I have said, is because there is now far too little regard paid to the general interest. The whole idea ofconducting the country by constitutional means, bringing the whole people along with us, taking account of minorities and so forth, depended upon a general morality: a view that it was the whole people that mattered and not the particular organization to which one belonged. I think that view is declining, and it is one of the most serious developments of recent years. Ms Dianne Hayter (Fabian Society): I think the biggest change domestically will come as people in industry demand a say in the way their own industry is run. If we look ahead twenty years, we will see that industry will be run very differently, that people will no longer be willing to have their jobs put at risk, to be put out of work with a few days' notice, moved round the country or whatever, at the whims of someone unaccountable to them. This will be perhaps the biggest change in industry.
Would Mr Grimond agree that this possibility is a very large one? Mr Grimond: Yes, I would agree. I believe that we must interest people in industry in running their own industries. Then, if there has to be a change, it will be their decision as to how it will be implemented. They will benefit from the profits of industry. We must have a far more democratic way of running industry than we have now.
Undoubtedly, this will have to be accompanied by appropriate developments in the social services, or whatever we may call them, designed to protect those who are thrown out ofemployment as a result of changes in technology.
What we have to do is to make change in industry acceptable to the people who work in industry by enabling them to see that they benefit from such change. They must be involved in the process of change, and they must also be, to a far greater extent, the owners of the industries in which they work. Those who lose jobs through changes which increase the general wealth must themselves be given some benefit from these changes.
Mr Godfrey Judd: I have spent my life in accountancy, and am therefore ignorant of the real world. I want to ask Mr Grimond a question which I hope he will answer sincerely. Does he really believe, first, that industry is run undemocratically and, secondly, if it is run undemocratically, that it could be run in some better way by giving more power to those who know less? Surely, the door to management at least, if not to proprietorship, is absolutely wide open to anybody who cares to grasp the rungs of the ladder and do some work and get up to the top. It is absolutely ridiculous to suggest that the vast mass of people who will not stir themselves to take responsibility, or to learn a new skill should participate in management. Does Mr Grimond really think it is undemocratic the way things are done today? Mr Grimond: Yes, of course, I think that industry is undemocratic in the sense that its control and its benefits rest in too few hands. Because certain people can get to the top does not mean the system is democratic. No doubt everyone can become Prime Minister of Great Britainbut this does not mean that we need have no Members of Parliament. In my lecture I said that I do not think that all industry should be run the same way. But in industry, in general, there is a great deal of room for experiment. I do not believe that the free enterprise system can continue when its profits and its ownership are confined to so few people. There is infinite room for experiment in cooperatives, for the sort of thing done in Yugoslavia, in Spain and, to an increasing extent, in France. There are a great many people in industry, though by no means all, who would be interested in taking a greater part in the ownership, and in some part of the running of industry. I do not suggest that this is true either of all industries, or of all people in industry.
The idea that our present structure of industry is wholly satisfactory simply cannot be borne out by the results. There is a demand for a wider ownership and a greater say by the workerswhich is, in fact, democraticin who runs some of their industries, though perhaps not all, and also for a far better flow of information about what goes on in industry.
In that sense, I certainly believe that there is room for more democracy in industry. Rev Graham Dowell: I am a simple parish priest, but I come from an institution which is trying to reform itself. I believe that Mr Grimond has directed our attention to one of the most important questions, which is how our government reforms itself, how our Parliament reforms itself.
What is the first step? I agree that our job is to decentralize and to ensure that not only do we have better government but less government. How do we start? Do we leave it to a political party to advance a programme for parliamentary reform, or do we start from outside Parliament, or do we start with a Select Committee? Do we have a movement for parliamentary reform outside Parliament?
Mr Grimond: This is a fundamental question. A year or two ago I would have said 'No' to a movement outside Parliament: I would have maintained that this should be done through the political parties. But I believe that the political parties are now out of touch with the real divisions of opinion in the country. It may well be necessary to have some other form of organization to support whatever political party may make this sort of move. I have rather changed my opinion about it. I am a dedicated party man in many ways, but the political parties are now quite detached from the reality of the divisions in the country, and no longer can they claim to represent even substantial sections of the people. Professor D R Denman (Department of Land Economy, Cambridge University): I am a doddery academic, so I claim the privilege of being able to put an examination question to Mr Grimond.
Would he please define for us that much-used word in his speech, 'democracy'? What does he mean when he uses the term 'democracy' of the future of our society?
There is a great danger in people thinking of democracy as the safeguard against totalitarianism when, in fact, it is not necessarily so because the 'people' can vote for an over-politicized society. Our danger is that our society is over-politicized. The problem is how to reduce it. We can mislead people by using the word 'democracy' as though that is the way out. I doubt itbut I wonder what is the way and how Mr Grimond is using the word 'democracy'? Mr Grimond: Democracy has been too much defined in purely political terms. By democracy, I mean the view that individual human beings, although they may differ in intelligence, in physical prowess and in numerous other ways, nevertheless have an all-round capacity to play, to think, to criticize, to use their own judgment and to make their own lives in any way they want. This is quite separate from whether or not they vote. But this is what we are losing. We are now coming to the conclusion that every human being must be educated for a particular purpose, must then go into a particular organization and, once in that, he must subordinate his life to whatever that organization tells him to do.
If I am asked to define democracy, I do not define it in voting terms at all. The vote follows because if people have a right, or an ability to judge, to criticize, to play, to make their own lives, they have some equal right to take part in running their community, and it is from that that their right to vote stems. This is extremely fundamental. The great threat to our society is that it is being overlaid by the other view which simply regards human beings as members of some group, society, union or whatever it may be, and confines democracy, if it is interested in it at all, to elections within that group, union or party.
Certainly, the democratic system by which people have equality of political power needs to use experts and bureaucrats and so on, but not to be used by them. It needs to use science, to be advised by scientists, but not to be dictated to by them. This is the fundamental of a good society. Further, as I said, people must be given the maximum room to exercise their talents without any 'structure', so-to-speak. That is why I am in favour of a free market and of a variety of institutions.
If I am asked to define democracy, I define it as something much wider than simply a parliamentary systemalthough a parliamentary system is certainly one aspect of it. Mr Raymond Andrews (Past-President ofthe Architectural Association): May I ask Mr Grimond to say something about how we should in the future handle the distribution of resources? Mr Grimond: As far as the general distribution of resources is concerned, I am afraid that I find, for many purposes, there is no alternative to a market. The market system has enabled Western Europe to raise its standard of living out of all knowledge compared with other areas of the world. There is simply nothing like it, I fear. We have only to look at the world to see this is true. This is the first answer: if we want to allocate resources, we use the market.
Beyond that, certainly there are some purposes for which the market may not be appropriate. We should begin at the local level and consider what can be done in the public sector. It does not seem to me to be true, for purposes such as roads or transport, for instance, which obviously involve more than one locality, that a very large authority is necessarily needed. The great mistake over the last fifty years has been this belief that bigger is better. Bigger is sometimes better, but very often it is worse.
We should look, first, at what can be done locally, and what can be done on a national scale by cooperation at a local level, and see what services they can and should provide which the market cannot provide. I think we would find that many activities can be carried out at a local level.
There are certain activities which cannot be done in that way, chiefly those concerned with planning and with major aspects of economic management. These probably have to be done, at least on a European basis. We will find in the next thirty or forty years that if we are sensible we will do far more locally and far more in Brussels. Somehow the medical profession, and no doubt also the veterinary profession, are a great success. The elimination of pain, the fact that our children do not die, is of enormous benefit. I have constantly raised the question why this is so, and why we do not learn more from the medical profession. Is it that doctors deal with human beings, and the body wants to get well? My view is that doctors stick to human beings. In general doctors do not appear to me to be filled with a great desire to extend their empire, to have prestige in other ways, to build buildings, to drive railway trains, to run politics or anything else. This is a good mark for them.
As to the other professions, the architects are totally disastrous. They have wrought great damage in this countryit is unbelievable, both the hideosity of their buildings and the rotte,nness of their planning. But, on the whole, until quite lately, they have been filled with as much selfconfidence as anyone else. They have collected their routine hand-out of OMs, knighthoods and so on, in spite of having absolutely wrecked the country. Again, no one seems to have given sufficient thought to the reason for this. To my mind, it is partly because they are very bad, but also because they are trying to do things for which architects have no particular skill. Why should planning be done by architects? Most of them are very nice peoplemany architects are among my best friendsbut they have no particular qualification for planning other people's lives and they have made a disastrous hash of it. The whole of the profession ought, in my view, to be stopped and restarted.
Accountantsare accountants a liberal profession? I am not clear about it. I am prepared to go along with them, in the sense that they are put upon by the governmenteveryone has to have an accountant now. But it is a barren pursuit, I should have thought. It is very well paid, and we are always being encouraged to put our children into accountancy, but it is an appalling thought that one might be an accountant for the rest of one's life. It is the antithesis of civilization in almost every regard.
Then there are the lawyers, of whom I am one. They are almost, if not quite, as bad as the architects. One of the appalling things today about the British is that no one dares to criticize his own profession. However, I do, and I think that lawyers are indefensible, but on slightly different groundsthe lawyers have simply a good, old-fashioned racket. The Inns of Court, of which I am a member, have established a closed shop, and also restrictive practices. Every senior barrister in England, as far as I know, has to have ajunior. The law is expensive and irrational, as well as being completely out of touch with modern life. If my friends say they have to go to law, I shake them by the hand, tears come into my eyes, and I say what bad luck and I hope that they will get over it. I know that they will be ruined. No sensible person goes to law if he can possibly avoid it.
I am not sure whether the clergy are a liberal profession, but they are all right. As a Member of Parliament, two or three times a week I receive closely-argued documents, saying that somebody must have more money. I reply saying that production is not rising in this country, the correspondent wants more money for someonewho is to take less? There is no other answer to this. I think I am right in saying that the only people in the last ten years who have not actually asked for more money have been the clergy. I believe it is true that there are two bishopsprobably far more, but there are two of whom I knowwho have not taken the rises to which they are entitled. It is highly creditable to them; they are very badly paid, but they live up to what they stand for. They are the only people, in my experience, who do not bombard Members of Parliament with demands for more money. If they are a liberal profession -I am not clear whether they are, or what a liberal profession is -I would include the clergy. The clergy and the doctorsdown with the architects and the lawyersand we must include the vets! Sir Gordon Wolstenholme: It is now my very great pleasure, on behalf of you all, and particularly of Edwin and Kathleen Stevens, to present to Mr Grimond the Stevens Medal which is awarded to the lecturer on these occasions. Mr Grimond used the phrase 'the humane potential of the individual'. For me, at least, tonight you have set a most inspiring example of what I would imagine to be just that.
Mr Grimond: Thank you very much indeed.
